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Introduction

Methodology

In recent decades, the world has been
experiencing rapid urbanization with over half the
world’s population living in urbanized
environments since 2008.
In a growing world of cities, land use and
distribution of amenities become ever more
important to a growing urban population. Such
amenities include greenspace land use and
distribution. Greenspaces offer many
environmental and social benefits for urban
residents. The benefits that urban greenspaces
provide improve neighborhood quality of life, and
environmental justice concerns arise when they
are distributed unevenly across a city’s urban
fabric.
In this study we analyze the spatial distribution of
formal and informal greenspaces (IGS) within the
study area of Olde Kensington Philadelphia.

• In order to analyze urban greenspaces of Olde
Kensington we utilized the widely accessible
remote sensing platform of Google Earth Pro. This
is to ensure that this study can be easily replicable
for communities of Philadelphia to operate.
• After using Google Earth Pro to locate the number
of greenspaces in the study area, we categorized
each one into two groups, either formal or
informal greenspaces. In hopes to understand the
social effects that each type of greenspace has on
the study area.
• In order to authenticate the digitized results, in
two teams of two, we walked each block of the
study area to complete our urban greenspace
census of the neighborhood. In the field, auditors
confirmed greenspaces, noted those that had
been lost, and marked any changes in their spatial
extents. Based upon visible signs of management,
auditors classified greenspaces as formal or
informal.

Literature Review
Heckert and Kondo, 2018
• Analyzes the effectiveness of greening vacant lots
in Philadelphia, and how greening a city impacts
its residents. Results showed that greenspaces
are commonly used by residents, although the
greening process can easily go unnoticed.
Heckert and Mennis, 2012
• The analysis delved into the Philadelphia
Landcare Program (PLC), a program initiated by
the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society, by the
comparison of the value of properties after
having been greened or are near by greened
areas, to the property values of those lots and
lots near vacant lots that have not been greened.
Branas et al, 2011
• Decade-long difference-in-differences analysis of
the impact of greening programs in Philadelphia.
Focused on public health and safety.

Results
• We documented 351 greenspaces in our study
area in 2016
• Greenspaces amounted to 97,579 square meters,
or 9.98% of the total study area.
• The average area per greenspace was 278 square
meters, while the largest greenspace had an area
of 11,516.4 square meters. The vast majority were
IGS
• Most of the greenspace area (69%) were IGS, as
was most of the greenspace area (75,209 square
meters, or 77.1%).
• Informal greenspaces were, on average,
considerably larger than formal greenspaces
(309.5 square meters vs 207.1 square meters). A
significant portion of the study area—7.7%—was
covered by informal greenspace.

Results
Land Use

N

N%

Area

Area %

AVG Area

Vacant

193

55

74800.3

76.7

387.6

Residential

125

35.6

7657.1

7.9

61.3

Industrial

11

3.1

8355.8

8.6

759.6

Park

10

2.8

3447.7

3.5

344.8

Religious

7

2

2268.7

2.3

324.1

Commercial

2

0.6

268.1

0.3

134.05

Other

2

0.6

243.5

0.3

121.7

Educational

1

0.3

538

0.5

538

351

100

97579.2

100

278

Total

. Note: land area and avg area are measured in sqr meters.
Note: Percentages represent each land uses proportion of
the total number of greenspaces.

Conclusion
This study investigated greenspaces in the Old
Kensington neighborhood of Philadelphia. We
developed a replicable method for urban greenspace
censuses. We used high resolution aerial imagery to
digitize greenspaces in Google Earth Pro and
groundtruthed our remote sensing results through
field audits.
The results of our urban greenspace census highlight
the potential of IGS to increase greenspace access,
addressing environmental justice concerns and
improving neighborhood quality of life. However, IGS
also brings challenges along with its benefits, largely
revolving around the potential for spurring
gentrification and/or the ephemerality of these oftenliminal spaces.
We argue that these challenges can be addressed by
directing public resources to IGS’ while leaving
residents in control of their design and management,
so that they can be preserved while retaining local
character and not encouraging gentrification.
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